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1) Introduction and Motivation 
In 1930 the novel The Apes of God by Wyndham Lewis (1882-1957) was 
published. It received a tremendous amount of publicity due to its controversial 
nature. The novel was a critique of the contemporary high-class art-society in 
London. Lewis‟ work is interesting as it reflects general traits as well as an internal 
criticism of modernism in the 1920‟s society.    
 
Lewis was known both as a controversial and outstanding author, critic and 
painter. Regardless, Lewis has been forgotten or neglected throughout time. It is 
argued that this may be partly due to his “illiberal political and idealistic views” and 
“inhuman aesthetics” (Gąsiorek, 2004: 3). Lewis was critical of contemporary society 
both in terms of literature and politics. He provides an interesting angle from which 
to contextualize and examine literary modernism.  
 
The objective of this project is an examination of literary modernism. Lewis‟ 
novel, The Apes of God, has been chosen as the subject of matter of this investigation 
to uncover traits and criticism of the period as depicted by Lewis. It was time-
tendencies such as mass phenomena which Lewis felt degraded art, aesthetics and 
literature. 
 
1.1) Cardinal Question 
How is Wyndham Lewis‟ criticism of the currents in the 1920‟s literary, artistic and 
social milieu illustrated in his book The Apes of God and furthermore how is the 
novel a product of literary modernism? 
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Sub-questions 
 Who are The Apes and what is their purpose?  
 
 What purposes do Lewis‟ style, narration, choice of genre and use of 
metaphors serve? 
 
1.2) Methodology 
This project is a literary-analytical project, where the theory, accounted for in the 
theoretical passage, will be employed for the analysis of the questions raised in the 
cardinal –and sub-questions. We strive to uncover these questions through a literary 
examination of Wyndham Lewis‟ The Apes of God.  
   
The choice of literary examination as method for this project seems necessary to 
investigate specific examples that become essential to a depiction of Lewis as a 
modernist writer and critic, and to position his novel as a product of literary 
modernism. The point of origin is thus Lewis‟ The Apes of God first published in 
1930. His book has been employed to understand and investigate literary modernism 
and Lewis‟ outlook on it.  
We are fully aware that our subject matter cannot lead to any kind of 
generalizations of the period, and are merely representative of one perspective. 
However, Lewis‟ work may describe general attitudes or traits from the period, which 
can seem relevant to discuss as specifically modernist. Thus, we do not strive to 
provide a clear unilateral definition of the subject matter, but rather to portray what 
we can conclude based upon our reading of the mentioned work.  
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The analysis examines selected paragraphs from The Apes of God to provide an 
examination of Lewis as a modernist writer and situate the novel in literary 
modernism. We do not seek to make a full and comprehensive study of the entire 
work, but rather select paragraphs to support our analysis and examine Lewis‟ 
attitude and criticism in the book. We will subsequently discuss the analyzed material 
and reflect upon how Lewis executes his criticism and ideas, and furthermore discuss 
the context of literary modernism.   
 
1.2.1) Theory of Science 
The methodology employed in this project is anchored in the academic tradition 
of humanities, which is primarily concerned with interpreting meaning from culture. 
This entails that the project is analytical in nature and that the information produced 
and the knowledge arrived at, relies heavily upon interpretative methods. No 
particular theory from traditional literary analysis has been chosen in the project since 
this would not allow for an interpretation of the text that would shed light on a 
specific period in literary history. However, we have leaned partly on critical theory 
given that we have strived not to view the text internally or as being of exclusively 
aesthetic importance. In order to view the text within a socio-cultural context we have 
made use of interpretative theory, partly based on secondary works of authors which 
have provided analysis‟s of Lewis‟ work from various viewpoints with differing 
focus. This has allowed us to establish a critical and interpretative view on a literary 
work that presented a benign criticism of its time, such that both socio-cultural and 
literary currents of the time have been contextualized and examined.  
 
1.3) Introduction to Wyndham Lewis   
Wyndham Lewis was an English artist and author. He was born the 18
th
 of 
November 1882 in Canada, Nova Scotia. His mother was English and his father 
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American. He died the seventh of March 1957, at the age of 74 from 
Bronchopneumonia (O‟Keeffe, 2000: 8).  
Having been thrown out of two public schools in Britain where he arrived with 
his mother in 1888 (O‟Keeffe, 2000: 14), he travelled through Europe to numerous 
cultural capitals and visited Paris to study art. During these visits he was influenced 
by the various styles of the period, among these, Cubism and Futurism. 
In his early days in London he frequented the Bloomsbury Group. Soon 
however, he had misunderstandings with them, and broke with the group which were 
largely leftwing intellectual liberals, whose artistic and political ideas Lewis would 
often attack and could not consider himself part of. Some argue that it was due to his 
disagreements with the group that he came to be somewhat ignored by the cultural 
British establishment (Bolton, 2005-10). 
Lewis decided to establish his own, and the only, modernist movement in 
England with a manifesto. He sought to combine Cubism and Futurism; this resulted 
in what his fellow author and poet friend, Ezra Pound called Vorticism. Vorticism 
was critical towards contemporary culture and society. In their first written published 
issue “Blast”, Lewis proclaimed: “Long live the great art vortex sprung up in the 
centre of this town. We stand for the reality of the Present - not the sentimental 
Future or the scarping past…” (Bolton, 205-10). The Vorticist group however, did 
not last long as Lewis had to serve in the First World War (Bolton, 2005-10). Lewis 
later said that he considered the First World War his political education (Foshay, 
1992: 4).  
Lewis is considered to be part of the modernist writers of the late 19
th
 and the 
20
th
 century. He was often deeply critical of the modernists. Yet, he was a good 
example of a modernist artist as well as being deeply critical of the same movement 
(Foshay, 1992: 10). Although he was not often mentioned in conjunction with 
contemporaries and other modernists such as Joyce and Eliot, he has been 
acknowledged as a skilled painter (Normand, 1992: 1). As mentioned, Lewis was part 
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of the modernist movement but he did not agree with many of the ideological and 
political viewpoints of his contemporaries. He had stern viewpoints and because of 
these, as well as his general aggressive personality, he was often “feared, hated and 
deprecated” (Normand, 1992: 1). As is evident when attempting to get hold of any 
literature by Lewis, he has been neglected and, some argue, purposely forgotten in 
the body of British literature. Tom Normand argues that this is due to the fact that he 
was a somewhat “dangerous” satirist who forced the contemporary British cultural 
establishment to “look deeply within itself” (Normand, 1992: 5). Understandably his 
political commitments were probably among the largest reason he attracted the scorn 
of his contemporaries and posteriors.  
He has been called the “most aggressively intellectual of British novelists” 
(Foshay, 1992: 4). Foshay also argues that Lewis was not in fact a true modernist. 
This is because he was largely critical of the undertakings of modernists “empty” 
experimental art. He was against art as a political means, but admitted that art could 
not be freed of politics (Normand, 1992: 2). He disdained how art turned into a mass 
commodity, for him cultural life was above every ideal and politics.  
 
1.4) Dimensions 
This project is a theoretical and analytical project. Since our focus is solely on 
the textual analysis of literature, “text and sign” is the dimension covered in this 
project. 
 
1.5) Delimitation 
This project is primarily based on Wyndham Lewis‟ work The Apes of God. The 
choice of engaging in Lewis‟ extensive novel provided enough material for the 
project. This meant an exclusion of other parts of his authorship and modernism.    
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The characters of the novel are said to be modeled after real people; the cultural 
elite of the 1920‟s. Studying the author‟s relations to the cultural elite could have 
been an interesting angle to investigate. However, as the gossip of those days, as well 
as the closer details of the various parodied artists and authors‟ works, are not a 
subject of this project, they will not be taken into consideration. Rather, as Lewis 
himself suggests, The Apes of God will be examined as a period piece (Chapman, 
1973: 102-103).   
 
A major subject of the novel is the question of what “real” art and “less than the 
„real‟ thing” (Lewis, 1965: 130) is, this opens up to a possible discussion and analysis 
of both, Lewis‟ art as well as other of the mentioned artists of the period. As this is an 
insurmountable task; the matter of mimicry and dilettantism will be investigated.  
 
Lewis was in his time politically interested, especially, his focus on what he felt 
was a misapprehended understanding that art and intellectualism was a product of the 
left-wing, but also his sympathies for fascism and contempt of democracy were well 
known. His works reflects these opinions, however this project reflects his general 
dissatisfactions with the 1920‟s art-milieu and even though The Apes of God is not 
free of politics it will not be taken into account in the analysis at hand. 
 
2) Theory 
2.1) Introduction to Theory 
In order to establish an overall presentation of modernist writing, an introduction 
to modernist tendencies in literature will serve as the starting point of the theoretical 
part of this project. So that the historical origins and tendencies that partly fuelled 
modernists writing are understood, a historical overview especially focusing on the 
term „mass‟ constitutes the second chapter of this project. The support for Lewis‟ 
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criticism of the „mass-man‟ is found in the Spanish philosopher Ortega y Gasset‟s 
work, The Revolt of the Masses, to whom chapter 2.3.2 is dedicated. Ortega y 
Gasset‟s theories are a nonfictional parallel to Lewis‟ fictional societal criticism, and 
thus serve as a tool with which a more formal and theoretical understanding of 
modernism‟s and Lewis‟ criticism of society may be established. Having established 
a theoretical framework within which modernist literature can be placed, a thorough 
account of the different influences and features of the modernist novel is presented in 
2.4.  
In the second half of this chapter, focus is shifted towards Lewis and his 
writings. Chapter 2.5 is aimed at examining the First World War‟s and classical 
inspiration for Lewis as a writer as well as his relation to romanticism and avant-
garde. Lewis‟ view on aesthetics and behaviorism are also essential to an analysis of 
his writing and are therefore accounted for in 2.5.1. Since The Apes of God is a 
satirical novel, a thorough examination of satire and its presence in the modernist 
body of literature, is in order and can be found in 2.6. The last chapter in the 
theoretical part deals with Lewis‟ personal move towards satire as a literary genre and 
how it shares characteristics with classic satire. 
 
2.2) Modernist Tendencies in Literature and Culture 
Modernism as a cultural dominant lasted to the turn of the 19
th
 and 20
th
 century. 
However, it is important to note that neither its beginning nor end can be determined 
precisely. Modernism, as a critical term refers to cultural work from different national 
backgrounds, thus its key moments are located differently. In any case, modernism is 
commonly accepted as a complex period which is attributed to a wide range of 
activities; from novels, poetry and music to visual arts as architecture, painting and 
sculpture. Overall, modernism is said to be found across all the arts between 1860-
1880 till 1930-1950 (Shiach (ed.), 2007: 1-5). To outline key historical transitions 
significant for the modernist period, it is important to mention the process of 
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modification of class relations, broad changes in the field of culture along with 
transformation in structure of family and society, and finally the advent of the First 
World War but also its consequences (Shiach (ed), 2007: 1-5). 
Overall, the modernist period witnessed numerous distinctive cultural and social 
shifts. The advent of a variety of forms of mass production and the process of 
urbanization certainly opened up new possibilities. The new and abrupt processes 
caused gradual breaks with old norms and social control. Suddenly, once stable 
traditional and hierarchical codes of class and national identity, social distinction and 
cultural value, were rapidly being broken. 
 
2.3) Mass Phenomena in Modernism 
The Age of the Masses, 1977, by Michael D. Biddiss incorporates mass culture 
and mass communication which should be taken into consideration when engaging 
with literary modernism. Many of the epoch-making authors from this period were in 
one way or another engaged in the phenomenon of masses. This section will examine 
mass phenomena in two parts; the first, The Age of the Masses, depicts the historical 
events that enabled the masses to blossom and the consequences of the developments 
in the mass era. Subsequently, Ortega Y Gasset‟s definition, from Revolt of the 
Masses 1929, of masses will be analyzed in order to comprehend what the term 
masses entail.  
 
2.3.1) The Age of the Masses – A Historical Overview 
In the late 19
th
 and the early 20
th
 century, a variety of changes in society 
facilitated the rise of what is known as “the mass phenomenon”. The age of the 
masses could in short be described as the age where the masses gained substantial 
influence as well as opportunities, as opposed to previous times, where cultural and 
political matters and decisions belonged explicitly to the sphere of clergymen, 
 12 
aristocrats, and the monarchy. This simplified description, however, is not enough to 
account for the development in this period of time. 
From 1870 the progress in medical science meant that the mortality rate 
decreased and the cities and their population grew exponentially (Biddiss, 1979: 23).     
This population rise meant that the cities had to change their social and economical 
structure and expand the governments to meet the new requirements. Mass 
production enabled the common man to acquire products that were previously only 
available to the elite. Another important factor was the increase in literacy that came 
with the improvement of education and mass communication. The press took 
advantage of this and the first popular newspapers arrived in mass copies (Biddiss, 
1979: 26). 
With the newspapers and mass production of books came an increasing 
awareness of political and societal concerns. Numerous historical events, such as the 
French Revolution, had paved the way for Democracy. Newspapers and mass 
production of books also played an important role because they increased the 
public awareness of political and societal concerns. Many conservatives had 
warned against democracy since they thought that democracy and order were not 
compatible. Furthermore, the opinion of the common worker was not as qualified as 
the opinion of the elite.  
From 1870-1895 most of East-Asia and the African continent were divided 
between Europe‟s countries and national disputes became more and more apparent. A 
world war seemed unavoidable and in 1914, the First World War broke out. 
After the long and destructive war, the masses were disillusioned; the war brought so 
much destruction, and the Western world regressed to the extent of the previous 
climate of expanding thoughts and processes seemed to be at an end.  
 
2.3.2) Ortega y Gasset on Masses 
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The Spanish philosopher Ortega y Gasset (1883-1955) provides a thorough 
analysis and definition of the masses in The Revolt of the Masses. Ortega y Gasset‟s 
definition is fruitful to our analysis of Lewis‟ societal criticism in The Apes of God. 
In the latter, Lewis is describing and criticizing the masses of the 1920‟s society. 
Furthermore, Ortega y Gasset provides a discussion on responsibility of the elite; the 
artists, authors and philosophers. Lewis seems unanimous with this idea when 
depicting the fake artists in London.        
Ortega y Gasset characterizes society as a dynamic unity consisting of two 
component factors: the minority and the mass. The minority comprises specifically 
qualified individuals or groups of individuals, where the mass is a corpus of non-
specifically qualified individuals (Ortega y Gasset 1952:9). However, as some have 
earlier assumed, the masses Ortega is here referring to, are not solely nor primarily 
the working class. Throughout Revolt of the Masses Ortega y Gasset seems rather 
unsupportive of the phenomenon of the masses, and is depicting the term with disdain 
and at times even fear. In the preface to the Danish version of the book, Peter P. 
Rohde interprets Ortega y Gasset‟s definition of the masses as a dangerous savage 
animal:   
 
“The term “mass” must be separated from the terms amount and quantity. Amount is 
exclusively numerical; a certain number of individuals. Mass however, is an amount 
that is melted together to an organism of feelings or instincts, a savage animal when 
released, due to its imperviousness to reason, logic and arguments” (Ortega y Gasset, 
1964: 9).  
 
This interpretation is not far from what is literally stated in the book. Ortega is 
everything but objective in his categorisation of mass society. He distinguishes 
between the mass (the vulgar man) and the “elite” (the genuine superior) by setting 
up a borderline that divides mankind into two creatures: those who make greater 
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demands upon themselves as well as encumber themselves with difficulties, 
obligations and responsibilities. And those, who demand nothing greater of 
themselves, but to live without any thought of tomorrow (Gasset, 1951: 10).  
 
He employs an American adage to accentuate the power of the masses: “To be 
different is to be indecent” (Ortega y Gasset, 1951: 12). He describes the mass as a 
steamroller of anything that is the slightest bit different, distinguished, individual or 
valuable. “Anybody who is not like everybody, who does not think like everybody, 
runs the risk of being eliminated” (Ibid.). Here, Ortega y Gasset gives rise to a 
reflection of the term “everybody”, this literally means everybody. However, in this 
case “…”everybody” is not “everybody”. “Everybody” was normally the complex 
unity of the mass and the divergent, specialized minorities. Nowadays, “everybody” 
is the mass alone (Ortega y Gasset, 1951: 13). Ortega y Gasset‟s definition is 
characterized by his generalization of the masses. He minimizes the personalities of 
the masses maybe to allude to the phenomenon of the mass not as a human shape, but 
as a substance, a dehumanized entity.  
What is so significant is the masses‟ impact on society, not merely the institution 
of politics but the course of history as well. Ortega y Gasset claims that the preceding 
century enabled the rising of the masses by “clearing the way” mainly by providing 
luxuries that were previously considered extraordinary and have become “taking for 
granted” and a part of the every-day life (Ortega y Gasset, 1951: 42).  According to 
Ortega y Gasset, three principles have created the “new world”: “… liberal 
democracy, scientific experiment, and industrialism. The two latter may be summed-
up in one word: technicism” (Ortega y Gasset, 1951: 40). However, none of these 
principles originated from the 19th century, but were implemented during the 19th 
century. He argues that the masses were never taught to fight for a case nor be 
thankful for anything. They have not experienced the rough times which would have 
enabled them to appreciate what they have. Nevertheless, they still claim to be heard 
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in political matters even though they, according to Ortega y Gasset, did not 
understand them. Moreover, they swear to rights, which they have never fought for 
nor know the meaning of. This is exactly the “savage” mentality Ortega y Gasset is 
describing with contempt.  
As mass communication, propaganda and politics from both radio and 
newspapers grew in proportions, the mentality of the masses were seen by many 
modernist writers, as having a pacifying effect on the general man. Through the eye 
of the modernist writers, this nonsense sedated the masses into a state of careless 
sleepwalking. Therefore the modernist artists felt that it was their responsibility to 
awake the masses through provoking literature and art. This will be investigated in 
the following section.          
 
2.4) The Modernist Novel 
Modernism in literature is to a large extent, understood as a broad spectrum of 
continuing themes and distinctive literary forms and styles. In spite of the fact that the 
very term evolved various definitions, numerous themes and factors can be extracted 
as being central. It was primarily innovation in representation of time, complex 
exploration in the nature of consciousness, formal experimentation in narrative 
structure and the intense use of the imaginative power of the image. This diversity 
and complexity of modernist text undoubtedly demand an intense and analytical 
reading, as well as an advanced knowledge of European literature. This is mainly due 
to the presence of, from our perspective, an implicit web of references and 
inspirations.  
The modernist novel was inspired by naturalism, symbolism, and aestheticism. 
The new novels were unquestionably breaking with the shape and structure of earlier 
ages. When it comes to a formal experimentation in narrative structure, the modernist 
novel was often created as non-chronological and instead of focusing on the event or 
the story itself, the main focus was put on the characters. The narrative angle was 
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often subjected to a constant change and from time to time even the narrative illusion 
was broken, revealing the author, or the novel as a mere novel. The most frequent 
styles were free indirect style
1
 and stream of consciousness
2
. Furthermore, the 
modernist novels were often open-ended or had an unexpected and dubious ending. 
Additional features of the modernist novel were their juxtapositions and value 
ambiguity. There were strong tendencies to under-describe very large events or vice 
versa. The modernist period was also the period of psychoanalysis, and consequently 
many writers were interested in their characters‟ emotions, and the issue of 
consciousness and sub-consciousness, their memories and perception of events 
(Drabble et Stringer (ed.), 2007, 476-77). 
 
2.5) Lewis in Relation to Classicism and Romanticism 
When describing the modernist period and especially modernist literature, it is 
important to strongly emphasize the great impact caused by the First World War. It is 
argued that one of its consequences was a cataclysmic effect (Shiach (ed.), 2007: 9) 
in literature and culture in general. When past was perceived as ruined, the process of 
questioning the entire culture and civilisation became a norm.  
The First World War was unquestionably an ultimate turning point for Lewis. 
The war period was perceived by him as a marking end of a wide range of cultural 
and societal aspects. Therefore, he was strongly convinced that the analysis, rhetoric 
and polemics of the pre-war culture and society were not valid or appropriate any 
longer. In other words, he saw a culture in deep decay where the birth of new norms 
was highly needed (Gąsiorek, 2004: 34). His radical view throughout 1920‟s was 
based on the assumption that no return to former qualities and values was possible. In 
regards to art, it may be understood that Lewis stood in opposition to the pre-war 
                                               
1
 ”narrating… that combines some of the features of third-person report with some of the features of first-person direct 
speech”. (Drabble and Stringer, 2007, 265) 
2  ”the stream of consciousness-style represents a ”flow” of impressions, memories, and sense impression through the 
mind by abandoning  accepted forms of syntax, punctuations and logical connection.”(Drabble and Stringer, 2007, 688)  
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avant-garde movements, which primarily aimed at destroying academic art by 
constant experimentation and irrational tendencies (Gąsiorek, 2004: 36-37).  
Simultaneously, it is important to note that Lewis frequently criticized writers of 
his time for valuing the past with reference to romanticism. Imaginative spontaneity, 
originality, wonders and emotional self-expression were in romanticism valued 
highly. The authors of the period were no longer representatives of their period, but 
representative of all humans and thus tended to elevate themselves to imaginative 
geniuses (Drabble et Stringer (ed.), 2007, 610-11). Those strategies were in Lewis‟ 
point of view not to be mimicked in the post-war conditions. The whole spectrum of 
artistic activity in Lewis‟ opinion is to follow the common sense reality. In this 
respect, Lewis may to some extent be linked to the post-war movement of the revival 
of classicism across Europe at the time. Lewis‟ nostalgia for the past (Gąsiorek, 2004: 
59) was based on the need for order and that the intellectual elite ought to be 
defended and protected. Lewis‟ turn to the past was thus wholly different from one 
supporting neo-romantic ideals. Lewis advocated a specific sort of classicism; 
classical ideals created order and harmony, that partly was a means to maintain the 
intellectual elite and keep a high standard of art in the post-war period. In this sense, 
it becomes clear why Lewis is described by Gąsiorek as a defender of tradition and 
continuity (Gąsiorek, 2004: 58). However, it should be emphasized that Lewis does 
not advocate the classical ideals in the sense that his current society seemed immune 
to such ideals. The ideals did not have a context in the contemporary post-war 
society, but still Lewis emphasized the need for logical patterns and structures in 
opposition to the neo-romantic (avant-garde) drive for chaos and irrationalism. 
 
2.5.1) Lewis’ Literary Aesthetics 
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 In the 1920‟s Lewis was especially inspired by the classism of T.E. Hulme3 and 
aesthetically inspired by W. Worringer
4
. At that time, when depicting humans in his 
paintings, Lewis was concentrated on the shapes and forms behind the flesh; the sitter 
was dehumanized to nothing but surfaces and edges. The same dehumanization is 
evident in The Apes of God; instead of describing the individual from the inside, he 
was focused on the exterior; the behavioral patterns and the human-machine 
(Chapman, 1973: 10). In modernism there was a literary tendency to have characters 
controlled, or to be unable to avoid their behaviorist determined, savage urges. 
However the characters remained subjects. Lewis, on the contrary, saw behaviorism 
as excluding the possibility of being a subject or an individual. As such he found that 
behaviorism was an excellent object for satire. 
  
“Behaviourism was the theory par excellence that translated human existence into 
mechanistic terms, extinguishing mental life along the way. It focused on action at the 
expense of consciousness; reduced language use to the formation of word habits on a 
par with physical movements; and saw all action as a product of stimulus responds. … 
If individuals were reducible to their behavioural patterns … then the „self‟ was 
nothing more than a machine to be programmed as its ruler saw fit.” (Gąsiorek, 2004: 
50).  
 
Lewis argued that behaviorism ruled out the possibility of human agency. As 
Lewis believed in individuality and creativity he favored parodying behaviorism 
(Gąsiorek, 2004: 49-51). This may exemplify Lewis‟ metaphors and emphasizes the 
interpretation that The Apes‟ responses and speech was programmed, word habits. 
                                               
3 Thomas Ernest Hulme, 1883-1917, poet and essayist, died in battle during 1st World War. He was critical towards 
romanticism, like Lewis and pro classism, as well as he was right wing orientated. He wrote the essay „Romanticism 
and Classicism‟ that outlined the respectively the inferiority and superiority of each time period. (Drabble and Stringer, 
2007, 351) 
4 Wilhelm Worringer, 1881-1965 was a German art historian, who inspired the vorticist movement in Britain. His 
aesthetical opinion was that realist art was superior to surreal art (patterns and such), furthermore the realistic art should 
not be a direct depiction, but an objectified abstraction that made the organic seems inorganic. (Chilvers, 1999) 
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2.6) Modernist Satire  
Since The Apes of God is a highly satirical novel, it is helpful to provide a short 
account of modernist satire and what the term satire entails, and by that, establish a 
framework within which Lewis‟ writing can be positioned. 
Satirists often saw themselves as guardians of morality for the greater good of 
society. Even though satire is often presented in a humoristic manner, satirists were 
often deeply serious about the effects of their writing and hoped it would illuminate 
the particular problems they were concerned with (Cuddon, 1998: 35-40). There are 
many different styles of satire and theories with which to dissect them, there are some 
characteristics, which are essential to bear in mind when engaging with the study of 
satire. In general, the satirists see themselves as guardians of aesthetics as well as the 
correctors of follies. Seeking to ridicule, and thus protest that which they wished to 
change (Cuddon, 1998: 780). Although satire often seeks to encompass a broad 
spectrum of issues, satirists often choose a representative but narrow representation 
of their subject. As will become apparent this is also the case in The Apes of God, 
which seeks to criticize the contemporary ideals regarding art, amongst other things, 
but is centered on a relatively small group of individuals in the London of the 1920‟s.  
Modernist works are often marked by a sense of hopelessness, powerlessness 
and anxiety that many felt after the First World War. Despite this, numerous 
modernist works were published in between the two world wars that were humoristic 
and satiric in nature (Colleta, 2003: 4). Some would argue that a satiric novel belongs 
to a different and more conservative literary tradition, but the works published in the 
modernist period can be seen as both modernistic and satirical (Colleta, 2003: 5). 
This is because the satirists share the need to criticize society in a humoristic way, 
they ridicule and objectify their antagonists and protagonists often describing their 
physical traits and mocking them as seen in most satire. At the same time, they retain 
a modernistic style and are generally “defined by ambivalence, confused with 
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chronology, plots that seem to go nowhere, and a conflicting, or even unreliable, 
narrative stance” (Colleta, 2003: 5). Furthermore, one is almost never presented with 
any firm moral values, everything is often left “as is”, and without any real 
conclusion or offering as to what would be the correct way of doing things. There is 
often no hope of understanding the world and no aspirations to do so. This, in some 
way, is representative of modernist satire, the lack of understanding and indeed, the 
lack of the “corrective function of exposing wickedness or foolishness” that was seen 
in traditional satire (Colleta, 2003: 5). 
 
2.6.1) Lewis’ Satire 
According to Gąsiorek (2004: 61), it was first in the late 1920‟s that satire 
emerged as a dominant style in Lewis‟ writing. This impossibility of applying certain 
values of classicism forced Lewis to seek other ways to express his deep-rooted 
skepticism, and he thus began to write satire.  
Satire enabled Lewis to create pessimistic works about the human condition. 
Lewis‟ version of satire targeted the conditions of the present but it also articulated a 
general sense of life‟s meaninglessness a trait shared by many of his modernist 
contemporaries (Colleta, 2003: 4, Gąsiorek , 2004: 62).  
His pessimistic view on contemporary society and its need for pleasure more 
than to grasp serious matters shed light on his contempt of modern society and their 
tendencies. According to Gąsiorek and (Edwards, 2000: 349), The Apes of God “is as 
much a testament to its author‟s professional and personal frustrations as it is 
criticism of class and its cultural values” (Gąsiorek, 2004: 64):  
 
“The resentment that Lewis identified as the source of this apes‟ spurious creativity – 
their envy of the superior talent of those they mimicked and travestied – played an 
inverted role in the writing of this massive bonfire of the vanities: Lewis‟s anger at 
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the success of those who in his view did not deserve it burns through the text.” 
(Gąsiorek, 2004: 64).  
 
An aspect where Lewis deviates from many of his contemporaries is when he does 
not seem to concern himself with larger political issues or injustices in society. 
Furthermore, his works did not carry any leftwing or socialist ideals with them, as did 
so many other writings in between the wars. This is where Lewis can be perceived as 
being a traditional satirist; he chooses a small group to satirize, in the belief that it is 
sufficiently representative to be recognized as being a criticism of wider society. 
Traits that he does share with other modernists are however also present, for example 
he never presents an alternative ideal to what is presented in the novel. The characters 
are very hard to identify with and the plot seems to go nowhere and the traditional 
satiric trait of having “moral norms that are somewhat clear” are not evident in 
Lewis‟ satire, exactly as they were not in other modernist satire (Colleta, 2003: 5). 
 
3) Applying Theory – Analysis and Discussion  
3.1) The Apes of God – Introduction to Analysis and Discussion  
The Apes of God depicts an artistic milieu inhabited mostly by inconsequential 
talentless figures who impersonate one another and genuine talents. Lewis‟ 
characterization of the personage in The Apes of God is portrayed by an external 
method which is recognized by Lewis himself and his critics as the novel‟s “most 
radical and distinctive feature” (Perrino, 1995: 25). This does not provide an adequate 
account of the mode of characterization and should thus be comprehended in the 
context of Lewis‟ idiosyncratic style, i.e. his employment of social stereotypes that 
also represent the pivotal theme of apery (Ibid.). The novel could be characterized as 
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a Roman à clef
5
; however, some may argue that the work is on the contrary an attack 
on this genre. Lewis does not merely employ actual people who have been modified 
to the almost unrecognizable, but instead creates “fictional characters” that cannot 
remain fictional in that they are almost too accurate. He even provides hints and 
references to actual writers as e.g. Gertrude Stein and Marcel Proust. However, it 
would be an insurmountable task to ascertain the personae behind all the characters 
which may not even be that relevant. Others have claimed that the novel is an attack 
on The Bloomsbury Group
6
. However, the novel itself is complex and should not 
solely be comprehended as an exposition of old friends, colleagues and patrons, as 
many of the characters serve to prove a societal critique of pseudo-artist and “fake” 
bourgeois-bohemians, whom have overtaken real art according to Lewis. Lewis‟ 
critique was based on, as earlier described, assertions developed in 1920‟s to  
 
“… defend a hierarchy of values that he saw being destroyed by the combined effect of 
subjectivist time philosophies, the globalization of a standardized culture, and 
processes of democratization, all of which were in his view destroying the public realm 
and diminishing the potency of the autonomous individual, factors that pointed to „the 
desirability of a new, and if necessary shattering criticism of “modernity”, as it stands 
at present‟ ” (Gąsiorek, 2004: 65). 
  
Lewis‟ novel criticizes modernist society and the developments that occurred 
within it. Throughout the period many new phenomena arose as e.g. mass 
entertainment as well as mass production of art. These can seem threatening for an 
artist of this period, especially an artist alike Lewis, who believed in aesthetics and a 
retention of hierarchies of values and norms. His inspiration from the classicist scene 
supports his calls for order and tradition within a society that in the 1920‟s seemed 
                                               
5
 Roman à clef or roman à clé (French for "novel with a key") is a novel describing real life, behind a façade of fiction. 
"The Continuum Encyclopedia of American Literature" By Steven R. Serafin, Alfred Bendixen, Continuum 
International Publishing Group, 2005 pg. 525. 
6 See Appendix 
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dissimulated and immune in the eyes of a classicist. The novel should thus be 
comprehended as a criticism of some of the tendencies in the 1920‟s British society. 
Lewis‟ greatest criticism lies in the degradation of art which has become corrupted. 
Lewis‟ criticism is outlined by the terms mimicry and apery which serve as a satirical 
portrayal of the modernist attitude, e.g. the disdain for mass phenomena, shared by 
many other literary modernist writers. The structure of the analysis and discussion is 
played out as an attempt to uncover some of the many objects to Lewis‟ criticism, as 
well as to analyze and discuss the different functions of his characters and some 
essential themes in the novel. The function of the analysis and discussion is to assert 
Lewis as a modernist writer and situate his novel in literary modernism.  
 
3.1.1) Understanding the Title 
Before proceeding to the text analysis it is important to understand the title. “The 
Apes of God” has been suggested to derive from the early Christian belief that the 
world swarmed with small devils that impersonated the Deity (Perrino, 1995: 36). 
Indeed this comparison was to be found on the dust-jacket of the original print of The 
Apes of God, however one could argue that the title does not serve any religious 
purpose, but is rather figurative and symbolizes the imitation of the “real” artist. The 
Apes are the affluent dabblers who arrogate and belittle art and the concept of the 
genuine artist in society. The “God” could in this regard denote the “real” artist, the 
genuine, as Lewis himself, would argue to represent. The term “Apes” could most 
certainly suggest the employment of the verb; to imitate or mimic someone. This 
interpretation could easily fit with the Christian definition, given that Lewis employs 
the term “devil” for some of The Apes on more than one occasion throughout the 
novel. The title is explicitly mentioned for the first time in part three “The 
Encyclical”: “The second cause (…) is that some (…) produce a little art themselves 
–more than the inconsequent daubing and dabbing we have noticed, but less than the 
„real thing‟. And with this class you come to the Ape of God proper.” (Lewis, 1965: 
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130).  Pierpoint, the inventor of the term, differentiates between the new and the 
traditional Bohemian class. The new bohemians are living the same kind of lives as 
the original ones, yet, they are living a replica and mock version of it; given that they 
are not capable artists themselves, but primitive voyeurs acting to acquire good 
sources of stimulating “tittle-tattle” (Lewis, 1965: 128).  
 
3.2) Narrative Style in The Apes of God 
An important element of The Apes of God is its narrator. It is a vital component 
of a narrative and the one utilized in this novel seems to support the claim that Lewis 
was a modernist. The following section will investigate the narrative that Lewis 
employed to mediate his frustrations with the 1920‟s fake cultural elite. 
The narration used is uniform throughout the novel, except for the prologue 
which deviates from the style of the rest. The following part will first describe the 
narrator used in the major part of the work and then focus on the narrative style used 
in the prologue.  
The narrator of The Apes of God is distinctive. Looking at the personal pronoun 
recurring throughout the novel, one can determine that the narrator is a third person 
narrator. He is outside the plot. At first glance, one could perhaps think it is a typical 
third person narrator who describes events and makes character descriptions. 
However, quite often the narrator assumes the minds of the characters too, and jumps 
between them indiscriminately. There does not seem to be a structure behind the 
shifts, they occur randomly throughout the novel. Sometimes the point of view even 
shifts from one interlocutor to the other in the middle of a conversation. The idea of 
having more than one narrative voice is a typical modernistic feature. Among 
modernistic writers it was used to show the reader the characters‟ different 
perspectives - the diversity of truth (Byrne, 2005). 
When a character in the novel talks, this is written in direct speech, thoughts and 
feelings on the other hand, are described in indirect speech: “To be an artist now he 
 25 
had always wished thought Dan to himself, meditating about all this […]” (Lewis, 
1965: 134). Often when thoughts are described names are omitted: “Just now he 
would not he thought move a muscle. – But was this hospitality? It was his one 
thought – Was this hospitality?” (Lewis, 1965: 117). All these features seem to point 
in the direction that the narration used in The Apes of God is free indirect speech, a 
form of third person narration. Free indirect speech is firstly characterized by using 
direct and indirect speech in the narrative, and secondly, the narrator‟s thoughts and 
characters‟ thoughts are at times indistinguishable.  
There could be several reasons that Lewis chose this particular kind of narrator 
instead of a first person or an omniscient narrator: a first person narrator would make 
it possible to expose only one person in the plot instead of them all. With a third 
person narrator Lewis could distance himself from the characters, but still focus on 
any of the characters in the plot. In addition, free indirect speech enables him to 
describe the thoughts of all the characters. This has surely given him most possible 
freedom in his narrative. The reason that Lewis did not use a third person omniscient 
narrator (which one would imagine gave him even more freedom) can be related to 
the nature of modernism that is characterized by literary experimentation, also in the 
field of the narrator. In earlier literary periods, third person omniscient narration was 
very common – Lewis and other modernists tried to distance themselves from earlier 
literary trends. Among modernist authors, free indirect speech was a frequently used 
narrative mode. Pioneered by the French author Flaubert and Jane Austen in England 
(Shaw, 2004: 54), modernist writers as James Joyce, Virginia Woolf and Wyndham 
Lewis made use of this narrator type again and applied it to some of their most 
famous works.   
It is difficult to distinguish between the voice of the narrator and the voice of the 
characters; at times Lewis‟ acerbic comments are not as distinctively notable. Had an 
omniscient narrator been used, it would be more obvious when it was one of the 
characters‟ thoughts or when it was the narrator‟s thoughts that were being uttered. 
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One could imagine a constantly moralizing narrator would get tiresome in the long 
run. Other times it can easily be decided whose thoughts are displayed – this can be 
determined when the narrator‟s opinions or knowledge diverge from that of the 
character.  
Another possible reason why Lewis has chosen this particular narration can be 
related to his choice of satire as a genre. Because the characters‟ thoughts and 
feelings are presented by the narrator, the narrator is free in his presentation and can 
thus expose the hypocrisy, ignorance or the pathetic nature of the characters: “Dan 
read and this was what he read, and when he had read it he was no wiser than when 
he started, but much sadder – as invariably he was after having to bend his mind to 
the perusal of everything above a few lines in length” (Lewis, 1965: 498).  
This particular third person narrator not only presents characters‟ thoughts but also 
utters its own, it seems suited for satire. The narrator has access to the thoughts and 
feelings of all characters and thus can expose their flaws and has the possibility to 
comment on events and subjects brought up by the characters.  
As mentioned in the introductory paragraph, the prologue is written in a 
somewhat different style than the rest of the novel. Firstly, the part is written solely in 
italics, this probably has to do with the fact that it is a prologue and perhaps this 
serves the function of underlining that the part deviates in style. The substantial part 
of the prologue is seen from Lady Fredigonde‟s perspective and is distinctive because 
she refers to herself with the personal pronoun “I”. Thoughts are described almost as 
seen from the first person perspective, something which is not seen to the same extent 
throughout the rest of the book. Thus Lady Fredigonde differs from the rest of the 
characters because she is granted an interior monologue (Albright, 1997: 95):  
 
“I am practically certain to go (considering with cold caution these slippery subjects 
she harangued her private ladyship) barring accidents – to go to live when I die (she 
admitted the daylight into a filmy eye-ball, to introduce a few hasty fragments of 
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recognized matter for luck) in – No – never THAT! What an anti-climax!” (Lewis 
1965: 21)   
 
Perrino states that Lewis uses Lady Fredigonde to mock the interior monologue, 
a kind of stream of consciousness narration, writing the prologue as a parody of the 
psychological novel (Perrino, 1995, 31). As has been discussed and analyzed the 
narrator is vivid and ever changing. In the following chapter the Lewis‟ figurative 
language is examined and the effect of it is discussed. 
 
3.3) The Satirical Language in The Apes of God 
Figurative language is used heavily throughout The Apes of God, and is an important 
part of Lewis‟ modernist style. An apparent effect of figurative language is of course 
to make certain descriptions more vivid and to conjure lively images in the readers 
mind. However, metaphors, especially in satire, have a more subtle effect, 
nonetheless, an effect that is crucial for Lewis‟ style of satire to work properly. 
Therefore this chapter will focus on Lewis‟ use of figurative language throughout the 
book, what importance it has and which satirical effect it serves. Examples from the 
book will be analyzed to paint a clearer picture of the narrative and stylistic 
importance figurative language has and why it is making The Apes of God a 
modernist novel.  
 
3.3.1) Hyperbolic Language   
Lewis, being an active participant in the forming of the modernist literary style 
as well as art, employs the modernistic tendency of over-describing small events and 
conversations. This is done both as a means to illustrate what he finds as a ridiculous 
trait at his co-modernistic-authors, and to describe the trivia of the endless tea-parties 
portrayed in the novel. This extract of a conversation takes place between Lord 
Osmund and his guest Sib at the Lenten party; it illustrates the over-exaggerated 
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details with a dummying and childish effect of the content of the conversation, but 
also on the interlocutors: 
 
“DO BE CAREFUL PLEASE!  
the other said –  
TEA FOR TWA. 
„It was the conjurers!‟ said Lord Osmund.  
„I thought it was,‟ answered the Sib.  
„What did you think of them?‟ O. said.  
„Which?‟ S. looked about to form an opinion.  
„The party of conjures,‟ said O. 
„Very smart I thought,‟ said S. „Their leader was imposing.‟ 
„That is Zagreus,‟ O. said.  
„Oh that is Zagreus,‟ S. replied. „Who used to do the jokes?‟ 
„Yes,‟ said O. „Zag-rooce.‟” (Lewis, 1965: 394) 
 
 This is one of many examples of an excessively described conversation, which is 
defined by Andrzej Gąsiorek as “reduced language use to the formation of word 
habits” (2004: 50). Undoubtedly, this is very likely similar to an ordinary and trivial, 
everyday-conversation; this has to do with the fact that modernist strived to represent 
their fiction in a more realistic manner, as opposed to carefully planned snap-shots of 
events in pre-modern literature. Lewis‟ reason for exposing the banality of the 
conversation and the execution of it is to illustrate the lack of substance and real 
views of the two apes in question. Rather than focusing on the actual content of the 
conversation, Lewis‟ narrative style forces the reader to focus on the form, the many 
repetitions as well as the lack of opinions. This is specifically outlined in the 
explanatory sentence “S. looked about to form an opinion”. S. or Sib does not have an 
opinion of her own; she has to search for one, not by internal reflections, but rather in 
her surroundings. Lewis let her look through the room for opinions to ape. By doing 
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so Lewis puts his characters in opposition to the characters of many of his 
contemporaries, who are applying stream of consciousness and writing psychological 
novels, where the feelings and opinions of the characters are in centre. Lewis puts 
their external behavior in focus instead. Within the satirical convention, it is more 
effective to mock the characters by describing their physical appearance and outer 
qualities. However, both in Lewis‟ and many of the psychological modernist novels, 
the language and the experimentation with text structure become more important than 
the actual plot of the story. Here follows a description of Lionel Kein that illustrates 
the playful language Lewis applies: 
 
“All his history, circumstances (with special attention to financial details) – age of his 
wife, climacteric approaching, what residue of breeding-years(circumstances of old 
better-half with special attention to financial matters) – marital relations (satisfactory 
agreement materno-platonic for the start, or contrariwise, appétit qui est venu en 
mangeant merely, or sporadic aphrodisiac patches only, regulated by atmospheric 
conditions, or intangible factors) – early upbringing of Unknown Idiot, in the 
highland-home – fingers in the porridge pot, tending the shadowy, mist-wrapt kine 
(excellent training for subsequent attendance upon Lionel – boredom-proof it is to be 
assumed!): juvenile “complexes”…”, (Lewis, 1965, 316-17).  
 
 During this long and period-free passage (that even continues a few lines further) 
Lewis creates a number of new words that are either connected with a hyphen and he 
employs no less than four parentheses in relatively short passage. The passage 
mimics psycho-analysis as it touches upon notions as: “juvenile”, “complexes”, 
“infant vanities” as well as a joke on psychoanalysis‟ expense, that is not included in 
the above example: “hatred of vermicelli” that is a specific type of pasta, rather than, 
say an Oedipus-complex related to hatred for parents, Lewis satirizes the 
psychological novel by employing the rhetoric of them on pasta. There was a general 
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tendency in modernism to provoke and awake the reader, from the slumber that they 
felt mass literature would lull the reader into. When Lewis writes “climacteric 
approaching, what residue of breeding-years” he does just that, by touching upon 
subjects that are, somewhat, tabooed, especially when describing a middle-aged man, 
by describing his wife as such.     
 Lewis‟ over-descriptions are put to various effects. When describing characters, 
he employs different methods to illustrate their essence. Julius Ratner is a frequent 
victim of this kind of ridicule.  
 
"Julius Ratner kept a highbrow bookshop, a certain Mr R. was able to sell his friend 
Joo's books - and because as well Jimjulius was a publisher, Joo was luckily in a 
position to publish his particular pal Ratner's novels and his poems - and on account 
of the fortunate fact that J. Ratner and Co. were the Publishers and distributors of a 
small high-brow review called simply Man X it was possible for Juliusjimmie to puff 
and fan that wan perishable flame of the occasional works of his old friend Jimjulius" 
(Lewis, 1965: 161). 
  
Mr. Ratner is given many names and the majority of these sounds a lot like rat 
and Jew. Lewis‟ motivation to apply pet-names to his characters can be questioned. 
First of all the constant variation makes the language vivid and keeps the reader 
attentive; the reader is forced to pay attention to an otherwise "boring" and trivial 
text, within a few pages or even just lines, it becomes almost impossible to keep up 
with the development of the conversations. Secondly, the names help establish 
different levels of formality and familiarity between the written characters, the pet-
names sometimes crosses the line between being something that the characters grant 
each other, and being something the author gives them. By doing so Lewis breaks the 
narrative illusion and establishes the novel as just a novel, and the characters as a 
fictional creation of Lewis mind; objects that he can name and re-name as it pleases 
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him. Once again the narration becomes more important than the storyline, and thus 
underlines Lewis‟ modernist tendencies.     
 
3.3.2) Metaphors 
In the following section Lewis‟ use of metaphors will be investigated. One 
function of metaphors is to replace the familiar with the unfamiliar, or slightly less 
familiar. Seeing as there is no substantial plot-evolvement in The Apes of God, 
metaphors are even more important in order to represent some of the mundane 
everyday occurrences in the book in a more colorful way. When characters and 
episodes are described by figurative language, a sort of de-familiarization occurs 
where the reader is forced to view everything from the outside or through a specific 
filter. It is precisely this filter which is so important to Lewis‟ satire. Here is a telling 
example: 
 
“Horace Zagreus sprang up, he bent low over the chivalrous emblem extended 
towards him, nestling its plump tentacles caressingly in his own palm – settling 
and examining it for a moment, then lifting it, with head reverently bowed, to 
his mouth.” (Lewis, 1984:250) 
 
In this paragraph the character, Isabel, is reduced to an animal. She is called “it”, 
her hand is described as a “chivalrous emblem” and the hand, which Zagreus is about 
to kiss, are “plump tentacles”. This does not leave the reader with a particularly 
positive image of the character. Indeed the image is one of a slithering, fat, pompous 
woman. Describing her hands and arms as tentacles could further the belief that she 
has no creativity of her own, but instead sucks and grabs ideas from everything 
around her, with her squid-like tentacles. This supports Pierpoint‟s comments from 
“The Encyclical” on the phony-artists. Later, Isabel is described as having the 
likeness of a metal fish, thus continuing the negatively laden fish-imagery. 
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Zoomorphisms such as these are used throughout the book as a part of Lewis‟ 
mockery of his inept characters. Reification is also used heavily, for example Dick‟s 
arrival to Lady Fredigonde is described in terms of a car: “…the sound of heavy 
vehicles reached Fredigonde in a faint incessant roar... it shattered the air with reports 
and stopped” (Lewis, 1984: 27). And later on the same page “[t]his huge ray of 
sunshine hung fulgurously in the doorway” (Lewis, 1984: 27). Similes are also used 
to great effect: “There stood the Bugatti, or lay, like a very large metal lizard...” and 
later: ““That‟s splendid!” boomed the bright-eyed Dick circling towards him like a 
cautious ring-giant” (Lewis, 1930: 44). Throughout the book characters are 
represented using these hyperbolic metaphors which create a somewhat detached, but 
aggressive, feeling to the whole text. The impression given is that The Apes of God is 
a play of ridiculous and contemptible meat-puppets, and that each one of them serves 
a purpose; that purpose being to represent something with which any likeness would 
be highly undesirable. This was also Lewis‟ vision of the art-milieu he attempted to 
portray -largely negative. His use of figurative language and syntactic peculiarities 
(such as the placement of the object of the sentence in the end of it, using the first 
part describing it with adjectives and imagery, thus degrading the object in a way) are 
thus in tune with the texts‟ indented criticism.  
 
In this chapter the overarching language use in The Apes of God has been 
examined. The language is playful, mocking, elegant and over-exaggerated, and it is 
evident that the language becomes more important than the storyline. The imagery 
both captivates the reader and creates lively detailed images, but at the same time it 
alienates the reader from the text, forcing Lewis‟ mocking representations of his 
characters upon one, thus not allowing the reader any room for interpreting the 
characters themselves. The figurative language in The Apes of God is a tool for the 
author to control the characters and how they are perceived by the reader and thus 
firmly positions the novel in the tradition of satire, where the author is the ultimate 
 33 
puppet-master putting on a mock-show of whatever it is he wants to pass judgment 
on.  
 
3.4) Modernist Satire in The Apes of God  
The Apes of God contains its own aesthetic manifesto and a welter of grotesque 
and satirical portraits, the effect of which is to clarify Lewis‟ aims with the novel. It 
is this reflexive self-commentary which makes coherent what might otherwise seem 
to be a sprawling picaresque plot larded with philosophizing (Chapman, 1971: 135). 
Lewis‟ capacity to transform the depressing scene of stupidity and egoism into a 
grotesque gargantuan caricature (Edwards, 2004: 354) shows how satire can catch the 
attention of the reader who would, otherwise, be lost in the whirlwind of words that is 
so typical of modernism. Lewis inverts the oppressive reality of the London art 
world, so that those who held the purse-strings (and presumed to hand out aesthetic 
judgments) such as the Finnian-Shaw‟s are compelled to submit to mockery and 
ridicule. This can be seen in contrast to the romanticist tendency to elevate artists to 
an almost divine level.  
The main focus of the personal satire is on the Finnian-Shaw‟s and as Lewis 
himself writes in a letter to T.S Eliot: “In Lord Osmund‟s Lenten Party the name 
Stillwell (if too suggestive of certain people) could be anything you like- 
“Bloomsbury”. I even think that in any case another name, for the purposes of the 
extract, had better given to Lord Osmund” (Chapman, 1971: 138). 
As Lewis cryptically writes, this is an attack on the Sitwell‟s7, but also on 
everyone else who felt struck by the criticism. According to Ezra Pound
8
, while 
commenting on the caricatures Lewis makes of the “Sitwells” (Finnian-Shaws) as 
                                               
7 Dame Edith Louisa (1887-1964), Sir Osbert (1892-1969), and Sir Sacheerell (1897-1988) Sitwell, a group of 
influential brothers and sister who all produced prose and poetry, as well as they supported other modernist artists and 
authors, financially and promoting their works in their little magazines (Drabble et Stringer, 2007: 660-661).  
8 Ezra Weston Loomis Pound (1885-1972), American poet, moved to England in 1908, in his young days he was 
founder of the English Imagism, later he moved around Europe and later moved back to USA. (Drabble et Stringer, 
2007: 565) 
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wealthy buffoons, extravagantly fawning to editors of poetry, he emphasizes the 
importance of looking past the satirical elements to understand the true importance of 
the book: 
 
“The Finnian-Shaws/Sitwells are not important per se, but are part of a metaphorical 
statement, valid even if one is ignorant of those satirized. If The Apes of God is to be 
more than a historical curiosity, then the satiric fiction must be able to stand 
independent of its “social interest,” and it does. Lewis has painted a portrait of a 
society in decay, and as such The Apes of God transcends the merely contemporary 
and personal interest of who‟s who” (Chapman, 1971: 139).  
 
Ezra Pound states that Lewis manages to go past the social mockery and to 
create a serious critique of contemporary society embedded in satire. Lewis‟ use of 
satire reaches new levels when the narrative describes Lord Osmund‟s Lenten party 
as a marathon of words to subsequently use a few pages or even words on describing 
the historically important event: the British General Strike of 1926: 
 
”Read crudely, Lewis‟ satire shows the ruling class fiddling while Rome burns. The 
conventional morality supposedly endemic to satire asserts itself; the satirist 
dissociates himself from the antics he has recorded with such delight, wrings his hands 
and points to the social breakdown that happens when rulers behave irresponsibly” 
(Edwards, 2000: 355). 
 
The mockery of contemporary society through the trivialities of the Lenten party 
serves as a satirical contrast to the much more dramatic event of the General Strike. 
(Lewis, 1965: 629). The historical strike is portrayed as a sudden event. The fact that 
the strike appears “out of the blue” symbolizes the Apes‟ detachment from society 
and depicts them as narcissistic, passive characters. Once again, it could be 
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mentioned that the modernist writers attempted to arise the reader‟s awareness, to 
change the development they saw of increasing passiveness to a higher level of 
engaging and activity. 
According to Edwards, Lewis fails to make what he finds to be important values 
explicit. This is essential when writing a satirical novel. It is difficult to imagine 
Lewis‟ positive future from the social caricature he satirizes in The Apes of God 
(Edwards, 2000: 345).  
 
3.5) The Encyclical  
In the third part of the The Apes of God, “The Encyclical”; one of the most 
essential and key explanatory sections of the book, Pierpoint provides Horace 
Zagreus with a complex and thoughtful analysis of the cultural and artistic setup of 
his time. This permanently absent mastermind explains the phenomenon of The Apes. 
The moment when the Encyclical
9
 is passed on to young Daniel Boleyn by Zagreus, 
is also the time when the reader encounters the letter for the first time. This fact 
serves a particular purpose. The intention of the letter is to be an essential element in 
Daniel‟s process of becoming an artist. By introducing the young “genius” to the 
powerful letter, Zagreus wishes to perform a role of guide to Daniel‟s enlightenment. 
Lastly, it is worth to note that a similar service was once performed by Pierpoint for 
Zagreus, as he himself states it (Lewis, 1965: 125). The title of the third part has a 
clear connotation to the original meaning of the word, and serves as a form of “holy” 
letter passed on from the “pope” Pierpoint, to his “bishop”, Zagreus, and circles 
within the specific area, the artistic milieu.   
                                               
9
 Encyclical derives from Latin: encyclia (from the Greek "en kyklo, ἐν κύκλῳ") meaning "general" 
or "encircling". Circular letter sent by the Pope to all Roman Catholic churches or bishops. 
(Maecenas, Gaius, 2010).   
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Pierpoint explains The Apes as the “New Bohemians” who are directly 
responsible for the decline of art and intellectual activity. The wealthy people who 
traditionally were patrons now conquered the sphere previously assigned to genuine 
artists. Pierpoint emphasizes that before the decisive shift that occurred, artists 
provided the wealthy with art and intelligent inputs, which they both needed and 
lacked. Now they authoritatively proclaim themselves as artists. Furthermore, they 
promote and produce second-rate art and have “ill-educated” opinions. This 
illustrates the process where the genuine artists are undermined and their works are 
being imitated by The Apes. The art of the “New Bohemians” is an amateurishly 
produced substitute of what was once provided by the authentic artists. Pierpoint 
draws a picture of the world being progressively inhabited by the “(...) gossip-mad, 
vulgar, pseudo-artist” (Lewis, 1932: 129), people whose influence is damaging 
because they are being wrongly identified by the public with art and intelligence. At 
the same time their vulgarity remains unnoticed; their self-constitution let them mock 
the real values of art and its real masters in their absence. In other words, intellectuals 
and artists whose role was previously to maintain standards of values left a vacuum, 
that is now being filled by the wide range of second-rate, pseudo artists and thinkers. 
More importantly, pseudo-artist and thinkers came to perform the role of The Apes of 
God: “… those prosperous mountebanks who alternately imitate and mock at and 
traduce those figures they at one admire and hate” (Lewis, 1932:131). The process of 
the “societification of art” (Ibid.) is gradually being accomplished. The Apes proclaim 
themselves as performers, that is to say created the artificial link from being the 
spectators to the creators of art and its values. Being that, The Apes attempt to buy a 
“permanent carnival license, a contradiction in terms” as it is emphasized by Mark 
Perrino (1995: 37). He further explains that The Apes‟ carnival is based on their 
inability to acknowledge its falsehood, whereas the carnival play is always a self-
conscious violation of normal customs. “The Encyclical” is the densest passage in the 
book, and also where Lewis expresses his contempt of contemporary society and the 
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apery of the real artists. In the following it will be examined how Lewis attempts to 
exemplify in The Apes of God, situations where real artists are limited by The Apes 
who try to mimic them and by the mass production of pseudo-art.      
 
3.6) Lewis’ Implicit Criticism of Mass Phenomena  
Lewis‟ critique is not merely aimed at the issues regarding the accessibility of art 
and other luxuries, but rather upon the creation of art and the opinions and 
discussions about “real” art by false artists. According to the general attitude of the 
modern authors, art was a luxury limited to the elite. Many modernist writers were 
critical towards e.g. the mass production of art; they found that the quality declined 
with the rise in production. Lewis employed satire and thereby criticism; no groups or 
classes were safe. The Apes of God is filled with examples depicting the various 
victims of his criticism. Lewis, however, disagreed with the viewpoint that art was 
“exclusively” for the elite. Even though he acknowledged that mass production of art 
decreased the quality of it, Lewis emphasized that great parts of the elite did not 
qualify to be “true artists” based on their position in society and the depth of their 
wallet, which is also quite explicit several places in The Apes of God.  
Lewis‟ contempt towards the rich self-made artist is clearly conveyed through 
his protagonist Daniel who visits the wealthy Dick to discuss his art: “The studio 
echoed with their delighted Dicking, as the pair took in turn to Dick this rich coveted 
amateur…This awful old bore of a wife of this rich mountebank marine-painter, 
would stick to her stupid opinion and air her views as if anyone wanted to hear 
them!” (Lewis, 1931: 180). Lewis emphasizes that being an artist reaches beyond 
ones aspirations to become an artist:  
 
“The apes are spectators who by assuming a role of performers have created a 
“Paradise” for themselves. Despite the “democratic” attitude towards talent implicit 
in their subjectivist aesthetic, they have imposed an unusually restrictive financial 
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hierarchy upon artistic production, and their superficial “rebellion” has become 
officialized” (Perrino, 1995: 37).  
 
This sums up the essence of Lewis‟ novel; he attacks the higher social classes of 
society that have previously been associated with funding art, and establishes that art 
production should not be a matter of class and financial situation. Lewis describes the 
decay in the art milieu where sudden mass creation and publication of art is 
threatening “real” art and “real” artists.  
 
3.7) Dilettantism and Apery  
It is important to give a detailed account of previously presented notions: the 
“apery” is identified with mimicry in context of the novel. Mimicry may be 
understood on two levels, as the action of mimicking somebody consciously or 
subconsciously, as portrayed by The Apes, or the purpose of employing mimicry as 
parody as Lewis does in The Apes of God. When describing The Apes, Lewis 
emphasizes an issue of their self-consciousness of the very action of mimicking. The 
Apes seem to be constructed as a paradox. Lewis presents his characters as being 
objectively involved in the process of mimicking and imitating the activity of the 
“real” artist. At the same time, the satirized figures are not able to acknowledge the 
fact that they imitate others. The paradox is based upon the camouflage, of pseudo-
artists and pseudo-thinkers that no longer works as the described disguise. The 
persons become pseudo-persons behind whom the realness of their humanity may not 
be found. The imitator pretends to be real and thus not an imitation, but rather creates 
a norm. According to Perrino, the satire in The Apes of God may thus be described as 
anti-carnival
10
 “… insofar as the Apes‟ status is not relativized; they are not subjects 
to violent shifts of fortune and remain entrenched as social figureheads at the end of 
the novel” (Perrino, 1995: 38). However, they are degraded in their narrative and in 
                                               
10 The carnival play is always false insofar as it is a self-conscious violation of normal customs (Perrino, 1995: 37).  
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Zagreus‟ assertions; their conceitedness is revealed “… as a profanation of artistic 
standards that is not redeemed by any critical purpose” (Ibid.). The unawareness of 
their indecency is what Lewis wishes to emphasize the most. It is thus anti-
carnivalesque in the sense that the characters bear masks but the extent to which they 
realize these masks and the actions implied is unknown, and the The Apes of God 
hereby deviates from the original carnival play. “This blindness curtains the dialogic 
potential of the carnivalesque drama, and renders The Apes a static element in the 
plot, and contributes to the impression of the novel as being plotless” (Perrino, 1995: 
38). One could suspect that The Apes‟ imposture represents the conceited groups of 
“fake-bohemians” instead of specific individuals: “it is only the featured term of an 
endemic fracture or discrepancy between mind and body, words and things, self and 
„not-self‟” (Ibid.). The Apes are caught in a web of “mimicry and dissimulation” and 
are not able to get rid of their masks, by that the fraud becomes standardized; the 
norm is turned upside down.    
 
The cultural diagnosis presented by Lewis is pessimistic and based on the 
conviction that norms and values became subjective. The principle of regress is 
present on all levels of a decadent existence. All characters in The Apes of God are 
trapped in a maze of ongoing mockery. It is important to note at this point, that the 
poetics of mockery in The Apes of God may be described as multidimensional, and 
therefore as one of the overall purposes of the novel. The fate of mockery is ascribed 
to the The Apes as characters of the novel. At the same time, all characters are 
fundamentally “mocked for mocking others” (Perrino, 1995: 50). This 
comprehension is depicted by a simile between the Apes and a parade of shadows: 
 
Mr Zagreus stared at his imposing shadow moving slightly upon Kein's 
door... Dan's shadow, as well, waited upon him, not upon his original. Dan 
was there like a shadow too, on and before the door. Where they inside the 
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door as well, in further projections of still less substance – their stationary 
presences multiplied till they stretched out like a theater queue?  Was there 
anything after the shadow (as was there anything behind the man)? (Lewis, 
1965: 249). 
 
Here, everybody is aping somebody else. This unbreakable chain begins with a 
prima causa – Pierpoint, after whom Zagreus stands. Continuing this fate of 
parodying, Daniel Boleyn becomes an ape of Zagreus. Gradually, the original ideas 
of Pierpoint are being eroded, firstly by Zagreus‟ misapprehension of his master‟s 
teaching and his, throughout the novel, continuously uncertain status. His role is 
confined, as he himself states it, to “a caricature of some constant figure in the 
audience, rather than what I am (in any sense) myself. Or, to make myself clearer, it 
is my opposite” (Lewis, 1965: 24). Eventually, when the real knowledge is passed on 
to Daniel Boleyn, he as a moron is not able to understand and follow it. He is just a 
shadow of his patron Zagreus; a doll in his hands: “Am I somebody‟s doll? Is that 
why I sit? (...) Horace Zagreus' s plaything – really!” (Lewis, 1965: 216). The regress 
is thus unavoidable and the fatal circle of mockery is closed.  
 
The Apes of God‟s distinctive motif of the mechanical figures lacking real 
identity and being trapped in a blind circle of mockery, is without a doubt 
fundamental and central to the novel. Those great dilettantes are in fact constructed as 
slaves to their mechanical bodies and minds, which are always beyond the 
seriousness of life, genuine individuality and artistry. This very concept is installed in 
all characters with different levels of intensification. The most obvious example is 
Daniel Boleyn, who will be discussed later. An example of the process is also Dick 
Whittingdon, a dilettante artist, unquestionably portrayed as an overgrown child 
lacking intellectual control over his body: “… Flinging forward tremendous feet to 
left and to right, he got well into the place, piecemeal, in jolly sprawling fragments, 
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and looked round with the near-sighted surprise of a rogue elephant who had perhaps 
burst into a parish church” (Lewis, 1965: 33). 
All in all, Pierpoint introduces the complex notion of dilettantism that is present 
in society. He abhors the “New Bohemians” who conquered the world of the 
authentic art and artists. The Apes are being accused of irresponsibility and ignorance. 
Moreover, they are depicted as pseudo-artist and thinkers who create false premises. 
One of the most interesting aspects of this depiction is the fact that paradoxically The 
Apes are not aware of the falsehood they create. They represent tasteless and blind 
figures that mimic authentic culture.  
The outcome of Pierpoint‟s reflections on the predicaments of art seem to be 
designed as striking and forceful. The repertoire of issues presented in “The 
Encyclical” seems to reflect a strong echo of Lewis‟ personal convictions. The idea 
of the “authentic” artist had been challenged over time by a different range of socio-
cultural transformations. Among others, it is worth to note the mass-movement in 
politics and culture that emerged after the First World War, in view of which the idea 
of an artist-individual became doubtful. The development of Lewis‟ view on the 
mentioned notions has primarily been influenced by the decisive socio-cultural shift 
caused by the First World War. The massive impact of the Great War made Lewis 
retreat into a state of pessimism about the development of mass society. In this 
perspective, The Apes of God may be seen as satirical response to the corrupt nature 
of modern art and society. The core of “The Encyclical” is built upon the notion of 
The Apes and the harsh critique of them. Zagreus and Daniel are introduced to the 
figures that lack talent and thus are forced to imitate those who have it. 
Simultaneously, it is pointed out that such figures refuse to admit their own 
derivativeness. Finally, The Apes are portrayed as a parody of what should be real 
creativity and become profound symbols of decadence.  
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3.8 )The Absent Authority  
Pierpoint‟s absence and omnipresence in The Apes of God gives him a unique 
and almost divine status. Pierpoint appears to be one of the most central characters in 
the book; everyone knows Pierpoint with the exception of Dan, and he holds great 
influence despite his continuous absence. He is the inventor of the expression “the 
apes of god” and provides guidelines as well as criticism of the artistic arena. He is a 
painter turned philosopher (Lewis, 1932: 129). Pierpoint‟s ideas of apery and 
mimicry are broadcasted by Zagreus to Dan. Many sources state that he could serve 
as a mouth-piece for Lewis himself. Furthermore, Pierpoint may also be the only 
character in the book that is not satirized. His God-like status as well as his absence 
may have “saved” him from being ridiculed, or Lewis had other intentions with him 
as the only ambassador of real thought, comprehension of art and being above ape-
level.  
 
3.8.1) Lewis’ Mouth-piece?  
Many of Pierpoint‟s ideas and thoughts resemble the criticism and thus intention 
of the novel. It thus becomes evident to consider whether Pierpoint could function as 
the only sane projector of reason in times of passion and chaos. One could argue that 
he is the representative of the criticism engendered by Lewis in his novel. His 
approximately prophet/god-like status, partly due to his absence, makes him 
mysterious. The fact that he calls his own letter to Zagreus “Encyclical” only 
supports this interpretation, and Dan even suspects the letter to be from a priest: “… 
did it come from a priest he saw it was addressed to Horace Zagreus. … A personal 
letter from His Holiness to Horace” (Lewis, 1932: 115). If Pierpoint is a spokes-man 
for Lewis, it could indicate a rather narcissistic relation to his own ideas of real and 
fake art, as well as his self-perception. On the contrary, this could also be a part of 
Lewis‟ satire. At first glance, it seems that Pierpoint is the novel‟s only character to 
escape being satirized. He is absent, thus his character cannot be ridiculed by Lewis – 
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only by the other characters which would then seem as a specific perspective. 
However, whether the satire lies in the fact that all the characters misunderstand his 
messages is unknown. Another interpretation could be that the characters, or Apes, 
are too ignorant to understand the ideas Pierpoint portrays. This can depict Pierpoint 
in two ways; as an old artist who has turned philosopher in a world impervious to 
reason – to go that far, thus he becomes redundant as he is not able to make himself 
understood, or, he is the only reason in the madness; the sole person who can see and 
speak the truth. It is hard to grasp Lewis‟ precise intention with Pierpoint, yet most 
likely it could indicate the latter. Gąsiorek (2004) claims that Zagreus‟s Pierpointian 
analysis of the cultural scene is in effect Lewis‟ own; “…the proper hierarchy of 
artistic values has been inverted, so that subjective and primitive norms have 
displaced objective and public ones” (Gąsiorek, 2004: 67). According to Lewis, the 
cultural milieu has been invaded by rich individuals and “self-seeking” clusters, who 
corrupt the work of the real artists (Ibid.). These groups of fake artists are without 
talent, discipline and originality unable to create art and must subsequently “borrow” 
from real artists. This portrays one of Lewis‟ intentions with the book; to show apery, 
in artistic circles. Lewis is employing a familiar environment, the art milieu to extract 
examples; however, the apery floats beyond the art scene and into the rest of society 
as well. Many of these ideas are quite similar to those of Pierpoint, it is thus not 
without justification that one could wonder whether Pierpoint is Lewis and vice 
versa.                
 
3.8.2) Active or passive 
The relation between Pierpoint and Zagreus raises the question of social 
criticism and action, as well as the purpose of the two characters; separately or 
together. It could be argued that the one does not function without the other. Pierpoint 
needs Zagreus to mediate his ideas and message and Zagreus is never himself, but 
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always a reflection of Pierpoint. The ideas of genius and apery derive from Pierpoint, 
thus Zagreus would serve no purpose if he was not inspired by Pierpoint. 
Zagreus and Pierpoint‟s relationship raises the question of activity and passivity. 
Ortega Y Gasset distinguishes between the mass (the vulgar man) and the elite (the 
genuine superior) by setting up a borderline that divides mankind into two creatures: 
The active, who makes greater demands upon themselves as well as encumber 
themselves with difficulties, obligations and responsibilities. The passive, who 
demands nothing greater of themselves, but to live without any thought of tomorrow 
(Ortega Y Gasset, 1951: 10). This distinction is analogous with Lewis‟ distinction of 
the differences between real and fake artists in The Apes of God. “The Encyclical”, 
Pierpoint‟s ideas and thoughts of The Apes are articulated:  
 
“But altogether too many apes and wealthy “intelligentsia” have come on the scene 
for them to have maintained their unique position...To sum up what I have said: By 
adopting the life of the artist the rich have not learnt more about art, and they respect 
it less. With their irresponsible “bohemian” life they have left behind their 
“responsibilities” (Lewis, 1932: 124).  
 
As stated, Pierpoint first argues that too many have invaded the art scene and 
robbed the artist of his/her unique position by making it mainstream to be an artist. 
By this exploitation of the artistic life style, people forget the responsibilities the title 
“artist” entails. It becomes a label rather than a métier. He continues by stating that 
the masses have made the discovery that everyone can paint and that some artists are 
not more “genius” than others. This is the pivotal point of his criticism of the 
development of art and artists. Due to mass production of the various forms of art, the 
mindset of The Apes has changed and being an artist becomes more accessible. The 
attitude, which Lewis seemed to owe to the influx of democratic values, is one of his 
central concerns. Pierpoint is the first character in the book who reveals The Apes as 
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imposters, but one could on the contrary question his justification in that Pierpoint 
may be aware and critical, but he is also absent and passive. Pierpoint may possess 
the genuine thoughts of an artist; however, his ideas and messages remain so. He 
cannot even carry them out himself, and thus turns to Zagreus, who actively 
broadcasts them though passively in the sense that none of the ideas are his own.       
 
3.9) The Irony of Horace as Maecenas 
An interesting case raised in The Apes of God, is Lewis‟ employment of the 
ancient patronage. This is however not the novel‟s main concern, but an interesting 
reference and a typical phenomenon within art, literature and philosophy. Patronage 
descents from Maecenas
11
 who is maybe most famous for his support of young poets 
as e.g. Horace
12, Zagreus‟ namesake, which is noticeable given that Horace Zagreus 
in The Apes of God serves as a mentor for Dan, however he is also the apprentice of 
Pierpoint. Dan must be quite unique, since Zagreus considers him a genius; this is the 
impression that the reader has through most of the novel. However, at the “Lord 
Osmund‟s Lenten Party” Lewis reveals that Dan is conversely not the only genius of 
Zagreus. Willie Service, who until this point is seen as the rude messenger, and super 
of Zagreus, is exposed as one of Zagreus‟ former geniuses, in the following 
conversation between Zagreus and Ratner.   
 
[Ratner] ”Did Willie Service Horace never look as though he might turn out to be a 
great genius?‟ 
[Zagreus]„Willie Service?‟ 
                                               
11
 Gaius Cilnius Maecenas (70 BC - 8 BC) Roman diplomat, counsellor to the Roman emperor 
Augustus, and wealthy patron of such poets as Virgil and Horace. His name has later become the 
eponym for a “patron of arts” (Maecenas, Gaius, 2010).  
 
12
 Quintus Horatius Flaccus (65 BC – 8 BC), known in the English-speaking world as Horace, was a 
leading Roman lyric poet. 
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„Yes Willie Service. I seem to remember you called me sceptic -.‟ ... 
„Service would laugh if he could hear you ask that!‟ laughed Horace.  
„Would he!‟ Ratner with withering croak riposted. „Now?‟” (Lewis, 1965: 417-18).  
 
Here, the unpleasant Mr. Ratner, for the first time exposes Zagreus‟ geniuses, 
not as brilliant and unique discoveries, but rather as a habit; a way of going from one 
beautiful-young-man-genius to the next. By destroying the illusion of the term 
“genius”, as connotative of something genuinely genius, Lewis mocks Dan, and 
implicitly the reader, for his naivety; thinking that he was the only one. Ratner states 
that today Service would laugh by the thought of being one of Zagreus geniuses, but 
when he was in the same situation as Dan, young and naïve, he did not. It is only in 
hindsight that Service sees the false nature of Zagreus mentorship. The exposure of 
the ridiculous character of Service as a former “genius” makes it clear both that, 
Zagreus‟ choice in “genius” is not determined by intelligence, as well as it aligns 
oblivious Dan with Willie Service, the “disciple of Edgar Wallace”. This, in Lewis‟ 
eyes, must be a terrible degradation from the level of genuine genius, to the 
unsophisticated level of mass entertainment. This little episode also leads up to the 
dismissal of Dan as Zagreus‟ disciple, as he finally, through a letter, obtains the same 
knowledge as Service possesses.  
To replace Dan, Mr. Margolin is revealed as Zagreus‟ new “genius”, as Zagreus 
trusts Dan with the knowledge that: “„I think‟ he said with a look that was an 
afterthought at Dan, „that Margolin has more than a streak‟ he lowered his voice „of 
genius‟” (Lewis, 1965: 417). 
 
Dan and Zagreus‟ relationship is complex and seems to portray Dan‟s affection 
as greater than Zagreus‟. Yet, he is drawn to Dan. He trains Dan as his social 
experiment as he includes him in Pierpoint‟s thoughts and sends him on a 
Pierpointian mission to find and describe the various species of Apes. Despite this, he 
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refers to Dan as his “idiot”. Whether Zagreus truly believes in Dan‟s genius remains 
unknown due to his equivocal behaviour towards Dan. Through the eyes of Dan, the 
satirical depiction of The Apes unfold itself in a manner that according to Lewis‟ 
opinion was the amusing part of satire and comedy; when things are acting like 
humans (Gąsiorek, 2004: 62). Lewis‟ satire was particularly focused on subjectivity, 
a matter that, in general, was greatly focused upon in the modernist writing. 
However, in Lewis‟ writings the subjects become objects - marionettes directed by a 
superior mechanism, for the behaviorists it would be the savage urges. For Lewis, 
Mr. Zagreus is given the role of the controlling and manipulating key-figure, who 
directs Dan from tea-party to tea-party, as well as he arranges for the other apes to 
meet Dan at specific times and places. Pritchard argues that it was necessary for 
Lewis to have such a character if he wished to write something substantially new and 
avoid the modernist focus on subjectivity of the internal view. Lewis‟ subjects needed 
to possess no free will; this and just this might be the main purpose of Mr. Zagreus 
(Pritchard, 1968: 80-81). One may argue that Zagreus himself is a fool, and thus 
cannot recognize the potential of his fellow Apes.  
The ambivalence of Zagreus‟ character is portrayed mainly through his relations 
to Dan and Pierpoint. Horace‟s mentorship of Dan is ambiguous and may even be 
based upon his own miscomprehension of the concept of an artist. This is however 
ironic given that he is Pierpoint‟s direct mediator and advocator of the notion “the 
genuine artist” and condemns The Apes. The idea that everyone can become an artist 
is also what The Apes misunderstand. Zagreus is taking Dan as his protégé on no 
promising premises. In order to be a great artist, one has to accept certain 
responsibilities and as Ortega Y Gasset describes, one must make demands upon 
oneself. Artistic skills do not come by belief or money, but through hard labor and 
innovative reflection. To become an artist, one should not strive to mimic or ape what 
others are doing as a hobby to seem part of a specific group or milieu. Zagreus‟ 
mentorship discloses his misperception of Pierpoint‟s message. If one assumes his 
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intentions of the mentorship are genuine, Zagreus‟s status is compromised and 
nothing but satirical.   
 
3.10) Dan – An Anti-hero  
As mentioned, Lewis attacks a variety of genres and modernist tendencies in his 
novel. Lewis‟ focus was on the exterior aesthetic, he called “the wisdom of the eye” 
(Chapman, quoting Lewis, 1973: 141). To allow the absurdity of the external 
behavior of the 1920‟s to be illustrated best, Lewis chose his “ideal spectator” to be 
an obtuse protagonist, innocent, young and naïve Daniel, through whom the behavior 
of The Apes is mediated unfiltered. Dan is outside the circle of The Apes; he is neither 
their equal in age, compatriot nor financially alike; he can observe but is not 
prejudiced or perceptive to their common history of reference, thus he makes the 
perfect un-biased (and oblivious) observer (Chapman, 1973: 99).   
 His physical appearance is in diametric opposition to his persona. He is a giant 
of more than 6 feet. However, he is a cry-baby (Lewis, 1965: 74) who blushes by the 
look at him (Lewis, 1965: 68, 76, 102), he understands little of what he sees, remains 
speechless and attempts to escape at every opportunity. Moreover, he is described by 
the other characters as fragile, sensitive and helpless like a child. His thoughts are of 
a sensitive nature and he longs for love and the acceptance of his Maecenas Mr. 
Zagreus. This might be a paternal longing, but most certainly described both directly 
and insinuated, as homosexual thoughts. It becomes evident that this young “genius” 
is confused and passive. His only mission in life is to please his mentor.  
At Lord Osmund‟s party Dan is even forced to dress up as a woman. He is 
initially quite terrified of being identified with femininity; however, he 
accommodates to the role, and is misconceived as a beautiful and feminine woman 
amongst the men at the party. Eventually even Dan recognizes himself to be a 
woman. This de-masculinization that takes place throughout the book is finally 
rounded off by a complete anti-climax. Dan‟s development or description evolves 
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from infantile and ignorant, to feminine, and Dan‟s complete acceptance of 
femininity. The development is abruptly broken by a letter from Zagreus, the day 
after the party, which reveals Dan as a brute, a cruel giant. This juxtaposition between 
physique and mentality, and internal self-perception versus external perception, can 
be seen as quite typical of modernism. First of all, Dan becomes an anti-hero as he 
has the appearance of a classical hero, but the personality of a lady in distress. In this 
manner Lewis‟ characters‟ surprising weakness, unfamiliarity, and his general 
deviation from the expectation is a typical trait of modernism. Secondly, once the 
reader has come to turns with the weak nature of Dan‟s self-perception, the viewpoint 
suddenly changes with Zagreus‟ letter. One could suspect that Zagreus creates this 
image as a reason to dismiss Dan as his protégé. However, it is more likely that this is 
done to illustrate the difference between the internal and external viewpoint. Dan 
(and the reader) is forced to look at him as he is externally perceived at the party, as a 
distorted repetition of what has just been seen from the known internal view. The 
dissimilarity between the known and the unknown nature of Dan is remarkable, and it 
raises the question of why Lewis chooses to do so. Is it merely a manner of awaking 
the reader‟s curiosity or a provoking manner of illustrating the nuances of human 
nature; most of all, it is probably to underline the difference between the impression 
of Dan that is given throughout the book based on an internal view and the external 
behavior. This can be seen both as a criticism of the modernist internal method as 
something unreliable, as well as it is modern as it completely shatters the readers 
expectations of Dan. Furthermore the satire is given an extra twist as Dan all of the 
sudden becomes the object of external observation, rather than the mediator of The 
Apes external behavior as he has been until this point. Finally, it could be argued that 
Dan at this point develops from being an ape, aping Zagreus, to a savage monkey as 
he acts beast-like, where the other, externally portrayed, Apes act machine-like.  
 
3.11) The Self-conscious Ape   
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Julius Ratner is the “most complex character in the novel after Zagreus” 
(Perrino, 1995: 60). Mr Ratner is presented in part five, "The Split-Man", and is 
presented to Dan as an Ape. Nonetheless, he is the financial backer of Mr. Zagreus 
and thereby a part of the Pierpointian crowd and remains so until the end of the novel, 
where he is dismissed along with Dan. Mr. Ratner is a Jew and is described as 
possessing the “keen disillusioned mind” of the Jewish race … but lacks faith in the 
bitter conscience of Judaism” (Lewis, 1981:165). One could argue that Lewis has 
employed quite a classical negative stereotype to represent Jews; seen in this aspect, 
it should be no secret that Wyndham Lewis was an anti-Semitist. It is thus not ironic 
that Ratner is a porn-book publisher (Gąsiorek, 2004: 1). Mr. Ratner goes by the 
name as Mr. Ratner when he is with Daniel and Zagreus, however when with other 
business associates and acquaintances, he becomes Jimmie Julius, Joo, Jimmie Joo, 
JuliusJim or another constellation of names and pet-names. There is something 
almost schizophrenic about the description of the way Jimmie Joo does something 
and Julius Jim responds to this etc. This suspicion is also supported by the title of part 
five “The Split-Man” (Lewis, 1932: 154-155).  
 
“Ratner faced Juliojim in the glass: he gazed at this sphinx, which he called self, or 
rather that others called that, not Ratner –at all events it stood there whatever it was. 
Impossible to question it. Anything but that could be interrogated, but one‟s self, from 
that no one could get an answer, even for Julius it was a sort of ape-like hideous alien. 
… It would defy itself, in the mirror, yet it was it, all the time – best turn away! … A rat 
caught in its own trap, for he was cowed and full, he was yet attached to the fortunes 
of the rat-self – where it went Ratner would go, Ratner would defend it to the end- only 
over the dead body of Ratner would another approach it to destroy it” (Lewis, 1932: 
154).           
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Ratner‟s obsession with mirrors could symbolize his disruptions. However, 
Perrino (1995) argues that Ratner does not have several personalities but “… his 
mirror-image, that is, his body, seems to have a life independent of him. He is split 
between the social identity that his body signifies (like “Dick” in quotation marks) 
and his self or personality; he is unable to believe in either the effect of the quotation 
marks or what is left without them” (Perrino, 1995: 61). Lewis depicts him as being 
split between his social identity, his mask or exterior, which his body (and Ratner‟s 
own fixation of it) denotes, and his “true”, which may not even be that true after all, 
self/personality. This is exactly what makes Ratner complex, he appears to be one of 
the few, if not the only ape, to recognize his mask and the incongruence between his 
self-perception and what he represents in social situations. The “split-man” could 
represent the only reflection upon the “double life” most of the characters lead. 
However, Ratner does not fully recognize himself as an Ape, although being familiar 
with the term and its properties, but he can sometimes see “the ape-like hideous 
alien” in the mirror. This, moreover, could jeopardize Zagreus‟ credibility given that 
Zagreus, who may be the greatest ape of all, never reflects upon whether he, himself, 
may be an Ape as well. 
It is notable that one of the few Jews in the novel is also the proponent of a 
modernist tendency that Lewis found nonsensical. “R.‟s career opened not long 
before the War when he emerged from the East End, with Freud for his Talmud and 
amongst what the café-world of the time he maneuvered sexually up and down” 
(Lewis, 1965: 147). Ratner is not depicted as a stereotypical Jew; his obsession with 
Freud and psycho-analysis has to some extent replaced his religion. It could be 
speculated that Lewis has made this character overly self-aware to illustrate the times 
fascination with psycho-analysis. Ratner, the almost schizophrenic Jew, is the most 
prominent representative of this tendency i.e. Lewis simultaneously mock the literary 
modernist tendencies. As mentioned, Lewis focused on the external behavior, where 
many of his fellow authors of the period wrote psychological novels: “… with it 
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privileging of emotion, subjective perspective, and the subconscious over the critical 
intellect” (Perrino, 1995: 31). Lewis usage of strange and unpleasant characters to 
represent his disapproval of certain modernist tendencies can be interpreted as Lewis‟ 
own way of impugning the period. His employment of rather satirical dehumanizing 
description of a number of the characters supports this thesis.  
 
3.12 ) Dehumanize Humans 
 A good example of a dehumanizing description could be Lewis‟ depiction of 
Lady Fredigonde portrayed as a house, and her nephew Dick as a human-machine. 
This is the beginning of Part 2 “Dick” Lady Fredigonde is expecting a visit from 
Dick:  
 
“THE windows trembled ever more forcibly: the sound of heavy vehicles reached 
Fredigonde. …  
„My nephew should be here soon. Do you happen to have heard any movement 
suggestive of his arrival?‟ 
[Bridget] „I believe I did hear a motor your ladyship.‟… 
[Dick] „Hallo aunt may I come in?‟ 
A lush vociferating optimism, hearty as it was dutiful, was brutally exploded in her 
direction: a six-foot two, thirty-six-summered, army-and-public-school, Windchester 
and Sandhurst, firework – marked „boyish high spirit‟ – simply went off; but only 
preliminary demonstration, as a benefaction by-the-way to the world-at-large.” 
(Lewis, 1965: 33)   
 
 The description of Dick as a machine commences already before Dick arrives 
and is first presented to the reader. The repeated hearing of unknown engine-noise 
along with Lady Fredigonde asking herself what sort of machine it stems from, are 
leading up to the grand entrance, or rather explosion, of Dick as he walks through the 
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door. Reading it, it is expectable to presume that it is in fact Dick‟s vehicle that 
produces the noise and announces his arrival; however, it is never directly written, 
that, this is the case. This, along with the following description of Dick, leads to a 
strong impression of Dick as a machine rather than a human. Instead of describing his 
looks and qualities by using adjectives, such as tall, handsome, strong, amusing etc, 
Lewis employs a range of very forceful nouns, adjectives and combines it with social 
value-laden word-constructions like army-and-public-school, as well as Windchester 
and Sandhurst, become laden with just as much meaning as hearty and six-foot two 
do. These, along with words like, “exploded”, “went off”, and “marked” indicate 
something non-human, it is almost as an advertisement for a product. “With the 
external method, the body‟s existence is „natural‟, real, and serious to the character, 
but it is ridicules to the observer because the reduction of the character to a body 
reveals a discrepancy between thing and person or a mechanistic reification of the 
person” (Perrino, 1995: 33).  
 
3.12.1) “The thing behaving as a person” - The Effect and the Purpose of 
Applying Dehumanization 
At this point, it may become more evident how The Apes of God, as satire, 
constitutes itself as part of a more general critique of the cultural and artistic milieu of 
1920‟s. By using this specific way of describing his characters – dehumanizing them, 
Lewis seem to be pointing out and simultaneously ridiculing ideas – premises of 
behaviorism. 
In relation to behaviorism, it may be said that Lewis‟ satirical prose style reduces 
characters to descriptions of surface phenomena. The characters are depicted as 
bodies but what is distinctive is that these bodies are deprived of inner lives. Satire in 
this respect may be perceived as a supplement to the object. The style of satirical 
narration within this particular frame has a performative function. When the reader 
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encounters the descriptions of dehumanized characters in The Apes of God, he or she 
is primarily to collect the range of „mechanical characteristics and manufactured 
social roles” (Corbett Peters, 1998: 198). Lewis‟ satire is forming characters as a 
“murdered objects” (Ibid.), who are at the same time driven by the power of satire 
itself. The use of satire is a way to built up characters as human objects, revealing 
their mechanical functions. The characters seem to be designed to fit into their 
surroundings, but not to create it.  
This particular mode of the dehumanized descriptions may be understood both 
as an attack on the behaviorism, sound at the time of The Apes of God, and 
simultaneously as a satirical tool. By dehumanizing his characters, Lewis seems to 
invite his readers to a game, where the dehumanized characters are to be haunted 
down by a gradual process of revealing their absurdity and futility. Mostly, because 
the characters are portrayed as victims of their full-programmed bodies which makes 
them the least self-conscious and self-critical. 
 
4) Conclusion  
In the following we will conclude and answer our cardinal- and sub-questions. We 
will firstly conclude on our sub-questions to, subsequently, answer our cardinal 
question. 
 
4.1) The Apes as a Societal Critique  
As seen throughout the analysis and discussion, The Apes are described and 
employed with the purpose of demonstrating the “wider social malaise”. They 
symbolize the regression of the cultural elite to an almost childish level, particularly 
illustrated by Dan and the Finnian-Shaw‟s. Gąsiorek describes it as: “a voluntary self-
enslavement to group fashions and herd instincts; a refusal to acknowledge the far-
reaching nature of social change, which manifests itself in the upholding of sham-
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antique values that have no purchase on post-war realities but exists as pure façade” 
(2004: 65-66). The Apes of God is thus not only an attack on the elite, but also an 
assault upon the wider social classes, the rising tendencies of mass phenomena and 
upon the decay of traditions and institutions.  
The novel ends as it begins, with no explanations and no solution to any of the 
raised issues. “The General Strike” could incite an immense chaos and lead to a 
conclusion in the novel, however there is never a conflict or confrontation in the 
book. Pierpoint remains distant; there is no confrontation between The Apes and the 
anti-apes. Zagreus‟ relation to Pierpoint gradually becomes uncertain, and Dan, the 
lost genius, makes a humiliating exit remaining the same naïve childish character as 
in the beginning.   
Lewis‟ motivation to finalize the story in this manner could be to emphasize the 
ignorance, passiveness and egoism of the characters. They all ignore the strike and 
Zagreus and Mr. Margolin are more interested in acquiring capital for themselves.  
 
4.2) Purpose of Style 
Lewis‟ choice of style, narration, and his use of metaphors are all modernist 
traits as well they emphasize the actual text as a specific genre. His figurative and 
hyperbolic language serves the purpose of positioning the plot secondary to the 
wording; the text in itself becomes pivotal. The language provides vivid imagery, as 
seen in e.g. the zoomorphistic description of Isabel. The excessive descriptions 
become a tool to transform the triviality of the plot into satire.  
Lewis‟ narration is, as mentioned, free indirect speech with multiple narrators and 
viewpoints – these are all modernist characteristics. Furthermore, Lewis uses the 
narration in e.g. the prologue as a mock imitation of the internal view presented in the 
psychological novel. In regards to the narrative, Lewis‟ text frames the novel as it 
starts and ends in the same manner – with Lady Fredigonde.  
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All this gave Lewis a possibility to critically expose tendencies of modernism; to 
elaborate further we need to answer our cardinal question.       
 
4.3) The Apes of God –A Product of Literary Modernism 
Lewis criticism of the currents of the 1920‟s literary, artistic and social milieu is 
illustrated in The Apes of God through his usage of terms such as apery and The Apes.  
As accentuated through the analysis and discussion, the novel is Lewis‟ attempt 
to depict a society in chaos where the norms and values have been reversed. As a 
modernist, he is critical of the development of new phenomena, and tendencies 
occurring in the 1920‟s London art milieu, and through satire he illustrates how this 
development results in chaos and decay.   
The novel can be read as a product of literary modernism because it shares 
several traits with many of its tendencies. This, of course, is a result of what the book 
satirizes; not merely the people of the time, but also their writing styles. Lewis was a 
modernist writer in the sense that he wished to, as mentioned, be active in 
enlightening and provoking the reader to question the mass culture tendencies. 
 
Lewis‟ criticism of modernist writers, styles and tendencies separates him from 
these; however, one could argue that he does not meet his own standards. He is being 
“active”, in Ortega y Gasset‟s terms, in that he undertakes the responsibility of the 
elite to enlighten people, by writing. Lewis‟ criticism of the currents is not combined 
with a solution or an alternative. On the contrary, Lewis‟ idea of an ideal norm is 
never exposed, and the reader is only provided with the descriptions of the 
omnipresent anti-norm.  
“The Encyclical” is the first and only time that Pierpoint‟s, Lewis‟ mouth piece, 
criticism of the 1920‟s modernist society is introduced explicitly. “The Encyclical” is 
thus the only source to what could be interpreted as Lewis‟ direct criticism. The 
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remaining parts of the novel express this attitude by describing The Apes and their 
falsifying apery of the genuine, innovative artist.  
 
4.3) Lewis – The Author in the Book 
Lewis, the author, and Pierpoint, the character, are complex and paradoxical 
figures. Pierpoint as a constantly absent character of the novel and Lewis as the 
outsider, share a common and distinctive role. They both fulfill an exclusive task of 
observing and commenting on society, in- and outside the novel. By that, one could 
argue that they attempt to make a change, but finally do not succeed because they 
permanently stay absent. Even though, they both provide commentaries and 
observations, they never intervene. Pierpoint stays physically absent and Lewis stays 
absent by not providing any alternative that reaches beyond the book.    
Finally, they both may be seen as being simultaneously powerful and powerless. 
Powerful because they are privileged, in a sense that they are beyond the profane 
world of The Apes. Simultaneously and paradoxically they are trapped in their 
powerlessness because they can never escape their ascribed roles of being permanent 
outsiders. Thus, there is a dualism in the perfection of the world and the limitation of 
the deed. Perfection is possible in the mind of the artist (Lewis, Pierpoint), but 
whenever it is introduced to the profane world of human action, the ideal is being 
dismissed.  
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6) Appendix 
6.1) Bloomsbury group 
The so-called Bloomsbury group was a group of left-wing intellectuals, and 
authors who, in the first half of the 20
th
 century, met on a regular basis in the home of 
amongst others Virginia Woolf, situated in Bloomsbury. They met to discuss 
literature, art and contemporary society, and they were particularly critical to the 
restrictions of the Victorian society (Drabble et Stringer, 2007, 78). The group was 
broad together, in between 1911-1914, by their common education at the University 
of Cambridge. Critics of the group often argued against “… their arrogant 
exclusiveness, and their imperious assumptions that they had a monopoly of civilized 
values” (Chapman, 1973:84-85). 
 In the early formation of the group Lewis was familiar with several of its 
members, Virginia Woolf, Roger Fry, Gertrude Stein and others. In 1914 Lewis 
founded “The Rebel Art Centre” just a few 100 meters from the “head-quarters” of 
the Bloomsbury group (Chapman, 1973: 86). It is not clear from the available sources 
whether Lewis was ever considered an actual member of this loosely connected 
group or if he was just familiar with them.    
 
6.2) Group Dynamics 
The group consisted of six members. During the first three weeks of the project, 
a substantial amount of time was spent on brainstorming, the gathering of literature 
and a general agreement on which direction to go with the project. Group meetings 
were sporadic since a lot of research was done individually. After this period a plan 
for the rest of the project work was produced together with a skeleton of how the 
project might look like when finished so we had a general guideline which could be 
followed and which would help to structure the group work. Meetings were increased 
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from two to four-five times a week. Different subjects were split in between the 
group members; in general, having two group members write about a subject.  
Although the group has been relatively large this has not given rise to any 
arguments or differences in opinion which could have polarized the group. An 
awareness of each person‟s contribution to the group work was always present, due in 
part to the plan laid out early on. Overall group work has been smooth with a slow 
start due to difficulty with finding relevant literature and the amount which had to be 
read when both primary and secondary literature arrived. The last one and a half 
months have been marked by productivity and an increasing interest in the subject 
matter.  
 
6.3) Future Perspective  
If we had the opportunity to continue our project, we could have approached the 
literary analysis of The Apes of God by applying more general literary theories.   
Instead, our project mainly deals with theorists who have been specifically engaged 
with Wyndham Lewis and his works. We have thus taken point of departure in their 
analysis, combined with mass-theory and our gained knowledge of the modernist 
tendencies. This pieced together approach could fall under the category of what might 
be called ideology critical approach, applied on literature; we have analyzed and 
interpreted the novel in relation to the ideology it presents - in this case we have 
investigated Lewis‟ ideology or opinions on his contemporary society, literary and art 
tendencies.  
 
6.4) Summary of the Project “An Investigation of Lewis’ Critical 
Modernist Work – The Apes of God” 
This project takes point of departure in a literary analysis of the modernistic writer, 
Wyndham Lewis‟ novel The Apes of God (1930). The novel takes place in the 1920‟s 
art-milieu in London. 
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The main focus of this project is the issue of, what Lewis deems to be, false artists, 
aping the authentic art and literature of truly creative artists and authors. Furthermore, 
the style of the novel and the novel as a modernistic product will be investigated and 
determined as specifically modernist.   
 
Resumé af Projektet, “An Investigation of Lewis’ Critical Modernist Work – 
The Apes of God” 
Dette projekt tager udgangspunkt i en litteræranalyse af den engelsk-amerikanske, 
modernistiske forfatter Wyndham Lewis‟ værk ”The Apes of God” (Guds aber). 
Romanen foregår i 1920‟ernes kunstnermiljø i London.  
Romanen udstiller de kunstnere, som Lewis selv mener, er falske kunstnere der aber 
efter eller efterligner de få virkelig kreative og nyskabende kunstnere og forfattere, i 
stedet for selv at skabe noget, dette er projektets hovedfokus. Derudover beskæftiger 
projektet sig også med fortællerstilen, samt undersøger bogen som et modernistisk 
værk.    
 
